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Inventor: HOUSTON et al. 

REMARKS 

The Office Action dated October 7, 2003 has been received and carefully 
noted. The preceding amendments and the following remarks form a complete and 
full response thereto. The specification has been amended to correct matters of 
form only, and no new matter has been added. Claims 1-100 are pending in this 
application and submitted for consideration. 

An objection was made to the specification for certain informalities. The 
specification has been amended to correct the informalities recited in the Office 
Action. Accordingly, Applicants request that the objection to the specification be 
withdrawn. 

The following rejections to the claims were made in the Office Action: 
Claims 1 , 7-8, 10, 12-15, 18, 22-30, 34-36 and 40 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,413,483 to Brisley 
et al. ("Brisley"); 

Claims 2-6,8-11,16-17,19-21, 31-33, 38, 49-52, 58, 59, and 67-70 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Brisley; 
Claims 16-17 and 31-33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Brisley in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,449,294 to Katoh et al. 
("Katoh"); 
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Claims 20-21 and 38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Brisley in view of "design choices"; 
Claims 41-52, 53-57, 60, 62-66, 67-70, 72-94 and 96-1 00 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,173,570 to 
Mitsumoto et al. ("Mitsumoto"); 

Claims 61 and 95 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being obvious 

over Mitsumoto in view of "design choices"; and 

Claim 71 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 

Brisley. 

Each of the rejections to the claims rely only upon one or more of Brisley, 
Katoh and Mitsumoto. However, each of these three patent references is 
unavailable as prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(e)/1 03(a) because its effective filing 
date under 102(e) is after the priority date of the present application. The priority 
document for the present invention is an English language and should have been 
provided by the International Bureau to the U.S. Patent Office, and therefore, the 
priority date of the present application is September 8. 1999 . The U.S. filing dates 
of Katoh and Mitsumoto are respectively September 17, 1999 and September 27, 
1999. Brisley is a U.S. patent granted on an a PCT application filed in the U.S. 
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 371, and therefore, its 102(e) date is the date on which 
paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of § 371 were fulled. See MPEP §§ 706.02(a) and 2136.03. 
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The date for which Brisley fulfilled paragraphs 1 , 2, and 4 of § 371 is March 17, 
2000. See Brisley page 1. Thus, none of the cited patent references are available 
as prior art for the purposes of rejecting the claims of the present application, and 
these rejections are therefore, improper. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejections be withdrawn, claims 1-100 be allowed, and this 
application be passed to issue. 

If for any reason the Examiner determines that the application is not now in 
condition for allowance, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner contact, by 
telephone, the Applicants' undersigned attorney at the indicated telephone number 
to arrange for an interview to expedite the disposition of this application. 

In the event that this paper is not timely filed, Applicants respectfully petition 
for an appropriate extension of time. Any fees for such an extension together with 
any additional fees may be charged to Counsel's Deposit Account No. 02-2135. 



Respectfully submitted, 




'Brian A. Tollefson 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 46,338 
ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK 

1425 K. Street, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)783-6040 
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